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Hi Janette,
In follow up to your FOIA request, I remember you had asked me for any additional documents we had
 containing correspondence between EPA and Ecology about fish consumption rates.  I don't recall how
 far back you were interested in, but I came across this approval letter from 1993 which discusses the
 topic in the last paragraph.

(See attached file: 1993 approval letter.pdf)

Matthew Szelag
US EPA Region 10
1200 Sixth Ave, Suite 900
Seattle, WA 98101
Phone: 206-553-5171
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 


REPLY TO 
ATIN OF: WD-139 


Mr. Michiel T. Llewelyn 
Program Manager 
Water Quality Program 
Department of Ecology 
Mail Stop 7600 
P. o. Box 47600 


1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 


MAR 181993 


Olympia, Washington 98504-7600 


Dear Mi. ~~\ . 


We have rev1ewed the Department of Ecology's revisions to 
the state's surface water quality standards (WQS) adopted 
November 25, 1992, and codified as Chapter 173-201A of the 
Washington Administrative Code. We have conducted our review 
based on our authority under Section JOJ(c) of the Clean Water 
Act and following the requirements set fo~th in 40 CFR Part 131.5 
(EPA authority) and Part 131.6 (Minimum requirements for water 
quality standards submission).· 


I would like to compliment Ecology for addressing several of 
the critic~l elements of their WQS during this triennial review 
to bring th~m into compliance with federal re~uirements. Of · 
particularinterest are the revisions to the toxic criteria for 
aquatic life and refinement of the antidegradation policy. 
Ecology also added important language clarifying that both point 
and nonpoint sources must comply with water quality standards and 
set forth detailed requirements.pertaining to the size and siting 
of mixing zones. I also fully endorse the Department's actions 
to upgrade the classifications of two water bodies to the highest 
classification, AA, based on water quality assessments 
demonstrating that these waters are now meeting the criteria for 
this classification. Such actions address the central goal pf 
the Clean Water Act, to restore and maintain the chemical, 
physical, ~nd biological integrity of the Nation's waters. . . 


I am approving the Washington water quality standards 
revisions. In review.j.ng this.final submittal, one significant 
change was the adoption of dissolved criteria for certain toxic 
metals. This approach has :been supported in interim guidance · 
issued by EPA (Interim Guidance on Interpretation and 
Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals,·May 1992). 
Since calcl.llat.ion of dissolved metals criteria is receiving 
national attention at this time, additional data may become 
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-
available in the future. We recommend that Ecology review its 
criteria periodically and determine whether adjustments in the 
numbers are called for based on refinement of the national data 
base. 


Ecology's revisions to its toxic substances criteria 
occurred during the peribd that the National Toxi~s Rule was also 
being signed and promulgated. Washington is included in the rule 
for human health criteria as well as certain aquatic life 
criteria that were missing from the state's standards. The 
revisions adopt~d by Ecology contain freshwater and saltwater 
aquatic life criteria for arsenic and selenium. With today•s 
approval of Washington's standards, we will notify EPA 
Headquarters that Washington should ·be withdrawn from the 
national rule for the aquatic life criteria for arsenic and 
selenium. 
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continue to work with Ecology in trying to locate additional 
resources to support the technical work needed to establish 
biocriteria. 


Ecology made excellent progress during the just-completed 
triennial review in developing wetlands water quality standards 
and identifying some of the implementation issues. This segment 
of the water quality standards has been held in abeyance until 
Ecology receives clarification on its authority to promulgate 
wetland rules. We ~rust that if this question is resolved 
recognizing that authority, Ecology will promptly proceed with 
its adoption of standards. 


Ecology has indicated that a near-term priority is to revise 
the state standards with respect to human health criteria. 
Ecology may wish- to include in its considerations information 
that is developed from a current national EPA review of the human 
health criteria equation. The many separate parameters in the 


,equation are being examined in terms of their accuracy and the 
safety factor provided. A draft report with recommendations to 
the EPA Science Advisory Board is now available and has been 
forwarded to Ecology. At the regional level, EPA has recently 
issued a grant to the Tulalip Tribe to conduct a study of fish 
consumption rates as a basis for developing more appropriate 
criteria to adequately protect subsistence fish consumers. I 
encourage Ecology to particip~te actively in the design of this 
study and the review of its finding~. 


cc: Mark Hicks, Ecology 


Sincerely, 


CA~ 
Charles E. Findley 
Director, Water Division 










